In 1953, Oxford University Press published a library edition with a biographical foreword, an expanded index, and some corrections.] Neither of these two systematizers of the structure of the unconscious received much attention from historians until recently, yet in their time both would have been mainstream psychological theorists, part of the French-Swiss-English-American alliance3 whose theorizing has been overshadowed by the great individual pioneers, Freud and Jung. It is a curious fact that Freud and Jung were averse to the recording of their lives and both they and their families obstructed future historians by destroying letters and placing documents in sealed archives. Replying to an aspiring biographer, Freud declared that he who engages in the task of biography necessarily 'binds himself to lying, to concealment, to flummery and even to hiding his own lack of understanding'4. In a letter quoted in the introduction to his autobiography5, Jung states 'I know too many autobiographies, with their self-deceptions and downright lies, and I know too much about the impossibility of selfportrayal, to want to venture on any such attempt.' When finally deciding to cooperate with the task of recording his life, he was quite frank that he was participating in the telling of his personal myth.
The two pioneers are not alone among seekers after truth reluctant to portray the truth about themselves; but such reluctance, of course, only serves to heighten Kingston Psychiatric Hospital, PO Box 603, Kingston ON K7L 4X3, Canada curiosity. Why should the two most pre-eminent men in the exploration of the unconscious, both openly attributing their theories to insights from their own self-examination, be coy about the record of their lives for posterity? Jung's oft-repeated appeals to the requirements of professional confidentiality ring somewhat hollow-doctors are prominent among autobiographers-and we now know that he had some scandals to conceal6. But is there something more general to be made of their unwillingness to be open to the gaze of later generation? We might recognize in ourselves the same tendency to discriminate in our choice of what we disclose, and to edit the record so that it contains only what we wish the world to remember about us.
INSTINCTS OF THE HERD
It was questions of the maintenance of social cohesion that interested Wilfred Trotter. Trotter collaborated briefly with Ernest Jones, the official biographer of Freud, on a book, Maladies of Civilisation, but he withdrew from the unfinished project7, and Freud cited Instincts of the Herd in his Group Psychology and the Ego in 19218. Regretting that Trotter's book did not entirely escape the antipathies aroused by the recent Great War, Freud finds fault most in the book's failure to emphasize the importance to the group of its leader. Rather than being a primary instinct as in Trotter's scheme, Freud traces the ontogenesis of gregariousness to the reaction against the initial envy an older child experiences when a younger sibling arrives. Looking down on the crowd, Freud states that man is not a herd animal but a horde animal-'an individual creature in a horde led by a chief'8. After the manner of much nineteenth century science, the hypothesis was uttered in tones of lofty certainty, but it is simply untrue. To quote Konrad Lorenz, 'far from being determined by the authority of an autocratic leader, the activities of flocks of birds, herds or packs of animals, and even schools of fishes, are decided by a process very similar to the democratic system of voting'9. Even in lowly animals, instinctive gregariousness manifests as complex inter-relational social behaviour at all levels of the hierarchy.
In Instincts ofthe Herd Trotter displays little confidence in the leadership of the English ruling class of his day. He was familiar with Freud's theories of the time and treated them with respect, but within the light of his own theories; 0 225 informed particularly by William James' lucid description of instinct as it is experienced by the individuall1, he had watched the behaviour of the English masses at war. According to Trotter's understanding of William James, one can infer from the peculiar sense of certainty apparent in opinions supporting a particular behaviour that such behaviour may be instinctive. We do not question instinct: it is a given, 'an axiomatically obvious proposition'. In James' words, 'to the animal which obeys it, every impulse and every step of every instinct shines with its own sufficient light, and seems at the moment the only eternally right and proper thing to do'10. Logic falls by the wayside when we try to explain why we do what we can do when we are in the unconscious grip of an instinctive behaviour; 'the common man can only say, "Of course we smile, of course our heart palpitates at the sight of the crowd, ofcourse we love the maiden . . ."'10. This kind of certainty is evident in the statements of both Freud and Jung about biography, but what nature of instinct would manifest in a reluctance to be open to the scrutiny of posterity?
Trotter was in no doubt about the operation of a group instinct in the mass behaviour of the human animal. He characterized three kinds of herds, or gregarious groups, typified according to the animal which best exemplifies the kind. Defensive herds band together for the better survival of the individual against predators, e.g. sheep. Predatory packs act in harmony for the purpose of securing their prey. But he saw a difference in kind between the dog which shows an apparent capacity for shame, and the wolf which does not, which led him to postulate a third type of group. This type Trotter thought was defined by the extent to which the individual's energy is given to the service of the group, and was best exemplified by the bee or the ant. To this group he gave the designation socialized, and it was for him a matter for profound contemplation that a worker bee works herself to death (his italics) in about two months for the service of her queen; 'we must think of her consciousness, insignificant spark as it is, as a little fire ablaze with altruistic feeling'. Bees had reached their limit of possible development of the socialized group with the total specialization of the individual and its complete subjugation to the service of the group. The development of human societies of the socialized type was still imperfect and the limits were determined by individual intelligence and the success with which a society was able to recruit that intelligence in the service of its collective needs.
With due allowance for wartime jingoism and distortion of the truth about the enemy, Trotter was able to categorize the German culture of the time as being of the 'lupine' or predatory type. The parallels he draws with what was then known of wolves are not complimentary to either, but he saw the English with a clear eye their rigid class structure, occur to him that the English were sheep, for they were holding the wolf at bay and he saw them as a poorly developed but essentially socialized culture-poorly developed, that is, in the inefficiency with which the group extracted the energy of its individuals. On the basis of this model, in the middle of the war he was able to make some remarkably accurate formulations and predictions on the further course of the engagement and the onset of peace. In doing so he speaks to a modern reader.
MYTH AS AN AID TO GREGARIOUSNESS
Trotter searched for the operation of the gregarious instinct as it was manifested in the individual. He saw the creation of common myths held with a certainty that brooked no contradiction, supported by arguments that required little internal logic. He saw and regretted the negative attribution given to qualities associated with the enemy, and he noted the exaggerated bond of an essentially fictional fellowship which united all classes in time of war if never in peace. Without naming it he saw the mythopoietic function in the service of an instinct of gregariousness. And he did not doubt the strength of the instinct. After all, he had already argued against Freud that, rather than 'the repressive forces which psychoanalysis has shown to exist in the ego'8, logic would seem to require for the control of the sexual instinct something at least as strong or stronger, but with the same qualities of instinct2. In this he is in agreement with James. For Trotter, altruistic, group-directed, community-oriented behaviour was as instinctive to the human being as the drive for sex. The instinct of gregariousness operated in each individual through the unconscious creation of myth; it was the enormous variability of the manufacture of myth, and its infectiousness, that had obscured its fundamental role in the operation of the instinct. We make myth to belong to the group. We hide (from) that part of ourselves that would exclude us from the group.
Informed by Trotter's theories, a present-day reader might wonder whether Freud and Jung, experiencing themselves as outsiders and longing for group recognition, unconsciously manufactured a myth of their lives and their work that allowed them to become leaders of their own groups, Jung, to give him credit, recognized the mythical foundations of our perception of ourselves and in his earliest scientific work cited a paper by Myers illustrating the development of an unconscious personality under suggestive questioning11. He steeped himself in myths and legends of all kinds and cultures, but a modern examination of his work would quickly discern both Eurocentric and sexist features in the universal structure he assigned to the their resistance to both authority and change. It did not unconscious. Freud, perhaps more than Jung, was preoccupied with establishing an organization that would perpetuate his myth and this might explain his particular slant on mass behaviour with its emphasis on group leadership and scant consideration for the underlying motivation of the follower except as it reflected a commitment to the leader and his ideas. Something held both men to their myth even in the face of death. Trotter, writing in the growing awareness of the slaughter of the First World War, would have had no trouble believing that the herd instinct was stronger than the fear of death.
PATHOLOGY OF THE HERD INSTINCT
One fruitful way to examine an instinct has been to look at pathologies of the postulated drive12. Beyond the observation that 'conscience, then, and the feelings of guilt and of duty are the peculiar possessions of the gregarious animal,' Trotter did not consider this approach, but we could like pathologists distinguish three kinds-atrophy or absence of the drive; hypertrophy; and some perversions that can be considered a disorder. It would be wrong to regard the innovative theories of exceptional individuals such as Freud and Jung as a perversion of the mythopoietic function in the service of an instinct of gregariousness. Creative genius would rather be a confirmation of the evolutionary fruitfulness of the function. But pathologies of the herd instinct can be suggested. An atrophy of gregariousness could be manifested in the various forms of misanthropy, but mainly, perhaps, in the imaginal impoverishment of the extreme paranoid disorders. Psychopaths, whose fantasies and dreams are often extraordinarily banal, show a complete absence of any sense of community or group loyalty, even of the predatory type though they are predators themselves. In them, as with the other forms of narcissism that may be considered pathological, an absence of the unconscious mythopoietic function must be postulated despite their capacity for conscious dissimulation. Narcissism and its definitions still constitute one of the densest psychoanalytic thickets, but the term is obviously used different ways, from pejorative synonym for introspection in an extraverted culture to grossly dysfunctional solipsism. Viewed as the failure to develop a myth by which to identify with a group, the concept resumes the original simplicity of the old tale, with Echo helpless to articulate the voice of the Other.
Hypertrophy of the instinct of gregariousness might be seen in the histrionic or borderline states where no amount of reassurance will assuage the desperate urge to belong. Perversions of gregariousness are probably as legion as those of the sex drive, indeed perhaps more so. By analogy with computer software, the fertile imaginings of mythopoiesis must generate a constantly evolving ecology of viruses and worms, fit material for a new subspecialty of psychoparasitologists. Here the theorists of mythopoiesis must await the work of coming generations, but the herd immunity to the old forms of hysteria and its current susceptibility to the various states of victimhood might be examples. The phenomenon of cult suicide must be regarded as perverse.
From the early decades of this century, a sequence of competing paradigm shifts has almost obliterated the theories of early mainstream academic psychologists on the structure of the unconscious. Until Henri Ellenberger, the history of dynamic psychiatry had little tradition of objective scholarship, being characterized more by partisan and often vexatious assertions than by research-features that Trotter would recognize as belonging to a defensive group.
The most glaring inadequacy of the orthodoxies of depth psychology has been the failure to account for human social behaviour in a way that does not demean the concept of community. That which can control and redirect the most basic of individual instincts-those of self-preservation, sustenance and reproduction-and leads hordes of individuals willing or unwilling to death or disfigurement for the sake of their anonymous allies, must be a powerful force indeed, a force with all the power of instinct at its command. It would be incorrect to attribute this power solely to qualities of group leadership since the coherence is evident even when leadership is hesitant and ineffectual. We can conclude from Trotter's readable and intellectually exciting work that human beings are gregarious by instinctive nature, and that altruistic behaviour is built into our fabric. Adopting Myers' concept, we might further hypothesize that group cohesion is maintained in the normal individual by a mythopoietic function that remained subliminal even to the two greatest explorers of this century's dark continent.
